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Introduction
In their editorial introduction to a special edition of Business History, Űsdíken and Keiser (2004) noted an increasing trend in the body of work around organization theory which increasingly engaged in historical methods and explicit historical perspective to explore business organizations and their management. This apparent divorce and subsequent reunification, they said, rooted to the ahistorical character of organization studies during its development as a subdiscipline of the broader research agenda to better understand business and their management the in second half of the twentieth century. Mills et al. (2016) also recount how "mainstream" studies of organizations of the 1980s and 1990s were replete with examples and references to events in the past as a form to legitimize factors and explanations of the importance of a given theory, concept, or study. Zundel et al. (2016) concurred while noting that such practice was not limited to publications in peer-reviewed outlets but was a widespread within industry as, for instance, the use of historical narratives to establish and maintain identity claims. Zundel et al. (2016) also stated that the use of such narratives was problematic while their impact on how scholars engage with the past was unclear.
For instance, historical narratives have been used to perpetrate common myths and serve the interest of those in power while effectively silencing and marginalizing weaker people (Kenny, 2013) . Űsdíken and Keiser (2004) noted that the re-emergence of a historical bent in the study of organizations and their management in no small measure came about because of "newer and influential research programmes" (p. 321). The first full paper of the special issue edited by Űsdíken and Keiser (2004) was the now infamous contribution of Clark and Rowlinson (2004) , in which the latter summarized research based on a postmodernist agenda that had had great influence in "other branches of social sciences and the humanities" (p. 331). Clark and Rowlinson (2004) called for the use of alternative epistemologies such as that proposed by Michael Foucault as a "historic turn" in the research agendas of those other branches of social science and proposed a similar transformation was wanting in studies of organizations and their management.
One response to practices as those described above was a debate leading to the establishment of a dedicated peer-reviewed outlet called Management & Organizational History. In the maiden article of this outlet, Booth and Rowlinson (2006) , then executive editors, outline a ten-point research agenda to guide a "a more historical orientation in management and organization theory" (p. 5). This was then to become the template for future studies. As editors of a celebratory special edition of the same outlet ten years later, Mills et al. (2016) claimed that this research agenda had been successful in increasing "historical sensitivity .., empirical illustrations.., and impressions of the past" as well as "..contributed to uncovering new conceptual relationships .. [and] opened the door for the use of unique and innovative historical methods" (p. 74). The same source further contended that the "Historic Turn" in Organizational Studies was instrumental in revising and revisiting "…much of the folk wisdom about people and corporations -indeed about 'history' itself-.." (p. 74).
But the various approaches and contributions have not been limited to enlightening organizational studies. According to their proponents they have also influenced business and management history as the "Historic Turn" has: "..produced interesting and insightful historical accounts, narratives or tales from the field. In other words, each of the various approaches, although critical of historical approaches -particularly of factual accounts and chroniclesproduced interesting and plausible accounts of the past." (Mills et al. 2016, p. 73; see also Rowlinson and Hassard, 2013) .
But in spite of these claims and as suggested by contributions such as Bowden (2018), Bucheli and Wadhwani (2014), or Mussachio Adorisio and Mutch (2013) , the reminder of this paper will show that the contributors to the "Historic Turn" still need schooling on the methods to deal with the past. However precise their acute observations may be in identifying shortcomings of current textbooks and/or current practices, the tendency of such critiques to pontificate consistently refuses to articulate viable alternatives.
The reminder of this paper looks in greater depth at the nine chapters that comprise A New History of Management. Each of the chapters of this book maps closely at least one item on the ten-point research agenda outlined by Booth and Rowlinson (2006) . A such it provides a reference from where to start a broader and more systematic critique of the body of work around "Historic Turn" in Organization Studies. My review thus invites others to engage in a similar critical discussion of both the "Historic Turn" literature as well as a revision of established notions on the emergence of business and management thought but one that leads to better and more tangible outcomes than those in Cummings et al. (2016) .
A New History of Management -A Flawed Perspective
The book by Cummings et al. (2016) encompasses an introduction, nine chapters and a conclusion (which should have been called "summary"). Chapters one, two, three and nine are entirely novel. The other half the book is a reprint of previous work, namely chapter four draws on Cummings and Bridgman (2011) ; chapter five on Bridgman, Cummings and MacLaughlin (2016) ; chapter six on Hassard (2012) ; chapter seven on Cummings, Bridgeman and Brown (2016) ; and chapter eight on Rowlinson and Hassard (1993) .
This earlier work was not subjected to peer review outside the critical management genre. One could argue this was a way to expand the boundaries of the field. Likewise, one could argue authors have been shy of exposing their methods and historiography to specialists. The latter may be poignant and unkind, but similar criticisms have been made to the contributions to the so-called "Historical Turn" in Organization Studies literature. For instance, Bowden (2018) states that this literature and specifically the book by Cummings et al. suffers "…from a tendency to make 'factual' assertions that have little basis in objective reality. Proof of this is also easily found. In their recent A New History of Management, for example,…" (p. 215).
As document in greater detail by Bowden (2018) , there is little attempt by these authors to integrate their ideas with earlier frameworks.
Since the pioneering contributions of Pollard (1965) and Wren (1972) to the more recent text by Witzel (2011) and Bowden (2018) , the history of management thought draws a direct arc between today's management disciplines and the work of The thrust of chapter one involves a bibliometric analysis of diversity while comparing architectural and medical history outlets versus those on management history. As you can anticipate, the result is that the latter was found to be narrower than the former. This quantitative assessment is used as an apparent "objective" justification for the authors to propose "a way of showing discontinuities and how things had been different, and so could be different again.." (p. 37). Here one finds at least two other themes that permeate subsequent chapters and one the "Historic Turn". The latter views the construction of historical fact as a subjective phenomenon. A narrative that is socially constructed. There is a declared hostility to objective truth as opposed to the promotion and advance of methodological relativism. Yet, as this first chapter shows, authors within the "Historic Turn" are ready to compromise their ontological and epistemic underpinnings and, when it suits them, draw on "objective evidence" (in this case, bibliometric analysis) to promote and further their research agenda. Here appears a third theme of this book, namely the tedious and repetitive reminder of Foucault's grand method which, as chapters two to eight show, is far from novel and has been used by the authors themselves in the study of management history for the last 20 or so years. In a nutshell, chapter one is full of good intentions that the rest of the book fail to deliver.
As for
Chapter two questions whether the ideas of division of labor and efficiency were a central concern for Adam Smith. This is important to revisit because, the authors allege, textbooks in management and management history lead us to believe they were important for Smith when it was not the case. This point is well taken and so is their questioning of the narrative presenting a linear evolution in management thought. I fully agree with this claim. This as those made by the likes of Witzel (2011) that draw a direct line between the building of Egyptian pyramids or nineteenth century warfare in Prussia with modern day business are dubious and built on a and accountants (as a group that effectively influenced the design and timing of rules and regulations); while offering no comment to the fact that today we continue to observe authoritative and authoritarian managers and management practices that co-exist with other leadership styles and practices within an organization and across organizations and national boundaries. Indeed, the casual observer would point to practices in Africa, Asia and Latin America where managers behave as if their area of responsibility is a fiefdom and the treatment of employees as if they were serfs.
Cummings and colleagues have no answer to this.
Chapter three also puts forward the idea that greater efficiency was a central concern only after World War II, when management sciences were born. This argument is often repeated across the book. Yet there is no explanation as to why and how these phenomena took place when it did and where it did. It is the latter which can offer a solid base to understand the rise of management, managers and managerialism, as opposed to the rather superficial argument by Cummings and chums that the likes of Pollard (1965) , Wren (1972) or even Witzel (2011) are an exercise to give gravitas to discourse in management textbooks.
In chapter four, a re-print of Cummings and Bridgman (2011) , authors explore and re-evaluate the contributions of Max Webber to the study of organization. As in the previous discussion around Smith, the point that management textbooks have oversimplified Webber's work to the point of distortion is well taken. But again, the lack of appropriate historiography is evident.
Chapter five looks at the institution of the business school and the emergence of the teaching case as a pedagogy. The point of departure for this chapter is that "… management textbook histories almost always make no mention of the development of business schools." (Cummings et al., 2018: p. 149 ). This point here is well taken.
My experience teaching undergraduate and graduate British students is that they are clueless as to the late twentieth century establishment and development of business schools in the UK (for an introduction see further Brech, 1999; Larson, 2009; Locke 1998; Whitley et al., 1979 and 1981; Wilson, 1992) .
The curious history of business schools could easily draw on their earliest incarnation in France at the end of the eighteenth century, when the notion of technocrats ruling society with the best interests of everyone in mind (rather than inherited right to rule) was truly radical. Instead, following their US-cantered view of the world, Cummings and colleagues offer a couple of pages worth of anecdotes (pp.
149-152) telling of developments in the anti-bellum period. Their focus is then a long critique of the institutionalization of the case method as a pedagogy, its relevance, and legitimacy within modern day business schools. Here there was a lost opportunity to discuss differences between "school of management" and the now pervasive "business school" -as between the late 1960s and the mid-1990s the former was envisioned as a strictly academic department while the latter as having strong ties to industry and executive education (distinction that has become blurred an immaterial at the time of writing). To be fair there is a widespread bias within business scholars to US management styles and education. This is sad and neglects the possibility of indigenous management styles and the literature around varieties of capitalism (e.g.
Hall and Soskice, 2001; Kase et al., 2011; or Locke, 1996) . There us thus an unmet challenge for scholar of management history to better understand the emergence of native ideas in Africa, Asia and Latin America throughout the twentieth century, as well as the absorption of Western ideas and practices in China and eastern Europe in the early twenty-first century.
Chapter six offers valuable details on the context of the Hawthorne plant before and after the arrival of Elton Mayo. It aims to minimize the contribution Mayo's studies and highlight the known bias in his results. Cummings et al. present evidence to argue that before Mayo arrived Hawthorne was a model plant, run by group of paternalistic capitalists who were aiming to forestall the formation of a union. This mixed with the tight knit Polish community around the plant, and later on, the impact of the depression. All this context, Cummings et al. argue, was important not only because it was ignored in the report of the studies but also to understand the results Mayo and subsequent groups got when they did.
Chapter seven reignites the attack on management textbooks and how Chapter eight uses the term "business history" indistinctively to describe the systematic study of managers, business organizations and industries with corporate and celebratory studies, as well as the fact that most of the former are produced by academic research and the latter commissioned by the firms themselves. References on this chapter have not been updated since the text was originally published in the early 1990s, let alone keep abreast with discussions in the broader business and economic history literature on the nature and scope of the field and its method (for instance, de Jong et al., 2015; Jones and Friedman, 2011; O'Sullivan and Graham, 2010; Popp, 2009; Wilson and Toms, 2011) .
Chapter nine makes a case to disregard "thinking about management's past because it makes us feel good about our heritage … and [instead] encourage questioning the present state of management." (p. 311). Authors then recap on the arguments and themes presented throughout the book but, as I have argued before, offer little in terms of a way forward. Chapter ten is entitled "conclusion" but is not more than a three-page summary of the book.
Discussion and Conclusions
To summarize, if this book opens the thoughts and interest of others in the history of management, it would be a positive force. Another positive aspect is that This book is not the work one would expect of one of the top academic publishers nor of four, well-established, senior academics in universities of international reputation -one of which makes the humble claim to have "authored the landmark article" on the subject. Authors are obsessed with the Harvardstrawman and attacking the textbooks by Daniel Wren (1972) -while ignoring that it has gone to a seventh edition which includes substantial changes to reflect international developments (see Wren and Bedeian, 2018) . This at the expense of theoretical elegance, new evidence, appropriate historiography, and providing a real alternative to established textbooks (such as that of Witzel, 2011) . Most of this book adds little to the research it builds upon.
Their critique to the established textbook narrative, which seeks a unified perspective on the subject, is spot on. But like Donald J Trump's: "Nobody knows better than I about [fill in the blank]", the authors believe that their method and approach puts them above everyone else -an audience who has been blind to the truth before their benevolent enlightenment. Yet Cummings and colleagues' approach is no substitute as they offer a fragmented, incomplete, and narrow view on the history of management, managers, and management thought; which builds on fragile empirical evidence and partial understanding of current debates.
Cummings and colleagues raise some valid and timely questions. But they fail to provide answers. For instance, and as mentioned above, they question underlying assumptions as to the roots of ideas of efficiency and division of labor. Yet they do not account as to why they become important and even dominant from the midtwentieth century onwards. We are no clearer as to why management ideas are so dependent on economics and psychology, why there is a preoccupation with scarcity, or why there has been a drive to prize quantification over understanding and impact.
Obviously, there is no reference to bigger questions such as what legitimizes the role and power of managers or why business schools and business academics typically offer unchallenging and capitalist-servient teachings.
Cummings et al. rather naïve and poor excuse is that they are only trying to incentivize others into new and fruitful enquiries and perhaps even to persuade others to act differently too. In this way Cummings et al. played into the arms of one of the most common short-coming of "critical management" research, namely leaving a conceptual and empirical void after an elaborated critique. To my mind, constructive criticism is more than telling people what they have done wrong but indicating clear pathways for them to do better. I found naught of the latter in this book. Moreover, the narrative of Cummings and colleagues is limited to explaining and considering developments around organizational behavior and management of change, ignoring developments elsewhere in business and management while boxing themselves within the disciplinary straight jacket they sought to condemn.
In short, it will be great if Cummings et al. and their A New History of Management stimulate interest in the subject among curious scholars and even a wider audience who wonder "what is new" and are pulled in to examining the book.
However, this book is poised to do more harm than good -very much along the lines of tabloid charlatanerie linking vaccination to autism. As far as serious scholars and their students are concerned, unless you crave doses of theorizing and jargonizing scarcely related to reality or proper historiographical debates, you would be better served reading the articles from the authors listed below first hand and saving your pennies for a better alternative. As for the readers of this journal are concerned, it is timely we embrace the issues raised by Cummings et al. while addressing myths that have developed around the genesis of management ideas. But it is also about time we stop further disruption and misinformation by addressing with robust arguments and firm empirical evidence the misconceptions, hyperbole, fallacies, and general charlatanerie of the "Historic Turn" .
